Dear '^eny, re; On The Drink 5/ ^ 9/89 

B«3tween innings of the ball game I read the first two pages of the ^5^1ogue and 
I was reminded of what told you, that with i'^^eorgd Bundy writing the preface , the 
book would be favorable to the U.S. position or not unfavorable to it, I've forgotten 
which. I found what I regard as confirmation on the first page, their statement that 
^hruschev' s reaction to our announcement of discovery of the missiles was of shock. 

On its face, aside from reflecting the attitude I anticipated, this cannot be serious 
analysis. Serious analysis should have led the authors to believe that it is 

more likely that ■''■hruschev should have been surprised it took so long for them to have 
been discovered. On the second page they say that, more or less, we \vere inclined to 
accept Khruachev's initial offer of a solution. % recollection m^ be wrong but it is 
my recollection that the excom and JiTC were not then inclined to accept his offer. I 
think also thqt given the climate if we'd bee/ inclined to accept there would have been 
so.e kind of rapid indication of it, to prevent what was at any time the clear possi- 
bility of a great disaster. So, reminded of its existence by their -footnote , I checked 
their chronology. From the top there are grave omissions ranging from any reference to 
what .^uba was saying at the UN about aggressive US acts and even the forecast of thej^ay 
of -pggs to any single reference to any single US aggressive act except for a very neutral 
statement of the Bay of Figs invasion. I skimmed the chronology after this and there is 
no mention of any aggressive act, not even of Mongoose and the publicly known attempts 
to assassinate ^astro. 






Perhaps an instant analysis like this is not dependable but we'll see as read 
the book. 



I expect it to be favorable to the positions of U.S. participants in the conference 
as well as, by and large, earlier and official representations of the U.S. position. 

This is not to say that I expect their reporting to be inaccurate. But by omissions as 
those I've indicated can influ^Mce the readers' unde -standing ofi the history they 
recount, so also can they by their comments and interpretations and opinions, 

9/20/89 After finishing the prologue <nd beginning the first chapter my feeling that 
this book is designedly partial to the U.S. position has grovm and I'm satisfied it is 
correct when I come to ^page 32):".. what caused the Cuban mi'^ssile crisis was cap'^j^ired 
concisely in the following statement (.by CBS News):' ...the presence of Soviet missiles 
capable of changing the balance of povjer...'" 

There was no "balance" of power to be changed. Jt was -the imbalance of power 
heavily in favor of the U.S. that could have been changed then by the presence of those 
Soviet missiles in Cuba. 

Thertj is partisanship in the allegation that it was the presence of those missiles 
that "caused" the crisis. From the USSR's and I think any genuinely impartial and scholarly 
point of view it is what as far as I've gone and looked is entirely absent - U.S, gross 
violations of international law in its agrressive policies and acts against Cuba. Con- 
sistent with this belief is the entire absence in the chronology to any aot by the U.S. 
until, only five days before the J^ay of Figs invasion this item: "...(JllC) /liedges the U.S, 
will not intervene militarily to overthrow Castro." Four days later Castro's mobilization 
order and announcement that the US plans an invasion and the day after that the invasion. 
(They gets back to the total absence here and in anything I've read at any time on the 
crisis of any reference to what Cuba was alleging, especially regularly at the Ull. The 
j?ay of ^ig.. and what preoeeded it; missing in this chrohonol^^^ the U.S. air attacks 
on Cuba intended to wipe its small air force out.) 

The authors ' classifications of doves and hawks is subject to (question and there 
are some he does not classify us either, like Bundy and ^^usk, who they say bent their 
efforts toward preventing hasty action. The:. first "hasty" action that was prevented is 
what brought the world to the brink of self-destruction because there were genuine doves. 
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not only those gong ho! for an invasion of *^uba or aerial attacks on it. Adlai Stevenson 
correctly understood the actinaities of the situation and his proposed solution, as now 
recall i*, was in essence the ultinuite solution, ffe was attacked viciotuily for this and 
among tliose attacking and their associates and liKe-minde^i never recovered his reputation. 
Then CIa head John Ketone held a similar view until it wan changed, ^ presume under peer 
and CIA bureaucrat pressure. If these two are considered doves then the hawks are Bundy 
and •‘'■ush.It is only by comparison with those who wanted to launch a war imi.iediately that 
those tvjo can be considered dovish. 

Certainly at the beginning of a book intended to enlighten on that grave crisis 
there ought be some mention of the extraordinary acts of the Eisenhower administration, 
particularly the truly esceptional act of breaking relations only 17 days before the 
new ddministration took office. It without question boxed the new administration into 
the policies and acts of the outgoing administration, eliminated all other options 
that culd be considered by the incoming administration. 

CQfiith no chron item for the last two years of the outgoing administation - th4 first 
is Batista's fall and the seond and only other item, Cuba's announcement of its alignment 
Witt) the USSR - the uninformed or unthinking reacMs not aware of all thqt the U.S. was 
and had been doingj its effort to bankrupt ®uba while bleeding it economically, w^ 
the. refusal of the IB |ioil companies with refineries in Cuba to handle crude Cuba was 
buying foom others at enommously less that the US co^^porations were charging ^the 
straw that broke Cuba's economic back not even indicated. That is what triggered what 
also is omitted, Cuba's nationalizations, particularly of the refineries. 

Ifo nuitter how fairly the authors treat the conference they begin with unscholarly 
and I think intellectually dishonest partisanship in favor the U.S. position that is^ 
represented by the U.B. participants. They begin in a manner calculated to impose their 
partisanship dm readers and on interpretations that can of will be made of their r^col— 
lettiOms of that crisis and their positions and arguments of that period. 



I noticed also that the chronology does not include the professional historiaris 
account, Schle singer's, or any of the daily papers’, like the New York Times, (page 371) 

■’•t also does not include the earlier w|fitings of some of those whose books it did use, 
ijVp Uiisman's. I do not recall that what he wrote for the mass circulation Look magazine, 
which distributed more than 7,000,000 copies but I do suggest that his and other such 
much earlier accounts could have differed from accounts prepared later and after much 
thought some of which could have been self-serving. From the time McOone changed his 
position my belief, based on what I recall from that period, is that noea, not a single 
one, really served the ■^''resident well; that none was willi^|. to consider the realities, 
international law (which W£^ violated even by the "quarant®^") or any solution not based 
on U.S. ix)wer and the willi^ess to use it. 



Given the signifidanoe it was to assume I think there should have been some exposition 
of what is "defensive" and what is "offensive" - of how the US coi^d claims that o^ 
missiles in Turkey (the authors refer to them as N’aTO's, not ours), right on the ^ ^ s 
borders, are only defensive while those in Cuba are only offensive. (This was a ^or 
factor in what the US said in public and what was argued in private. It was a major 
argument when no part ofdthe press even questioned anything the government said and 
in fact argued that what we do is defensive and what the USSR does, not matter how 
identical, is offensive.) I think that such omissions in preparing the reader and scholars 
of the future to understand the discussionft and that part of history reflect authors 
prejudices in favor of the US position, something loss than intended impartialxty and 
detachment in thfiir approach. 
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I am, not going to make noteii on the entire book. I'm stopping at the end of the 
first session, page 43. What I have in mind is showing students two things in particu- 
lar, t}iat Oil the basis of i^uite me^iger evidence it is possible to make instant analyses 
that are accurate Cas 1 did as soon as x saw McNamc;ra foreword on the dust jacketj and 
that first-rank authorities often faiJt in siop^te analyses because ol xheir own personal 
involvements and positions they have taken in the past. 

■^ojjring on what I've told you in the past is a mere passing reference to t/>i fact 
feiat admiral anderson said in September, the month before the crisis, that f the USSR was 
putting missies in Cuba. (27) 

by the time I got to page 34 I was satisfied that not one of the participants 
was trying to think as Khruschev thought, tried to assess his problems as he, not they, 
saw them or to understand (this purposes as he, not they, saw this purposes. 411 of their 
thisiking, all of their comment, is in terms of U.S. perceptions, including of his problems 
and his purposes. 

Taubman, in casting aboi^ in his thinking about Khruschev' s objectives did include 
"defending Cuba," McTJ flTnpT* n~^r^ii5'^~Ag fli n in passing, did admit that this could have beeh a 
"secondary" objective (he evaluated tlie earlier Berlin crisis as a main cause), and 
Carthoff acknowledged that this (i.e., a secondary objective) "is true to some extent" 
and a "secondary consideration and a later consideration" to ^stify" what he did," but 
none of them indicate any belief that Khruschev' s real objectivex was,i iny^their words, 
to "defend" Cuba against U.S. attack. '>>‘■•3 dx a-tini '''' 1h4 

I’hiS) gets to what I regard as a fundamental disfejnesty ? the omission of known 
and relevant factors. lou noted one om page 47, alongside Ghayes' comment that the decision 
to put missiles in Cbba was made in Hay of 3'one of 1962 — Hoongoose was earner, of that 
I'larch. Hovjever, there is no mention of i'kingoose in the chronology and ^^eeto this point 
has not been any mention of it by any participant in the conference. Nor has any parti- 
cipant made any refefence to any act, fiarticularly any provocative or aggressive act, 
by the U.S. Two only are noted in the chronology. 

Their reasoning ignores what is in the chronology, Castro's July 27, 1962 state- 
ment that Cuba was taking measures that would make any attack on it the equivalent of 
a world war. (l note that his intelligence was good enough for him to have mobilized the 
day before the Bay of Rigs invasion, as the chronology does reflect.) 

These participants are still thinking in terms of justifying U.S, actions tliat 
could have virtually ended the world. They are not thinking in terms of learning so that 
any such catastrophe mihSi^ be avoided in the future. And to this point in their conference 
they are all, each and every one of them, incapable of putting themselves in the position 
of their adversary and trying to think as he would have thought, trying to perceive his 
objectives as he might have perceived them. 

J-n even small details they are less than forthright and they allege we were 
deceived by the U.jSR which allegedly said it would not introduce offeasive weapons. 

There is more mention of ^romyko's meeting with JKK on the eve of the crisis. I recall 
it quite well, be said that tlie USSR was providing Cuba with only e^nsive weapons. IFK 
and others later said this was deliberate deception because the missiles were offensive. 
Yhey used this to inflame our people. I think the particiyjants steer away from this be- 
cause it cannot be argued that our missiles on the USSR' s borders are defensive while 
their missiles near us are only offensive. Our government had to deceive and mislead the 
people because the crisis was the consequence of U.S. initiatives, provocative and 
aggressive. 

VJhile there isjome reference to the Berlin crisis there is not a single word that 
reflects what caused it and there is no effort made at even this late date to imderdfemd 
why khruschev took that step. There is no indicatiok from the conferees that JIK went to 
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his conference with Khruschev determinezi to heed his advisers and show Khruschev just 
how tough he and we were — the only thing the understood, in the conventional 

wiadom. Nor was there any indication of <pur side expecting any reaction to the deliberate 
drain from i^ast Germany of its more skilled people, an economic disaster for it t}iat 
was ended by the wall. 

In a sense reading these selections from this first session is frightening 
because it really says that after 25 years our supposed beat brains still did not 
really underetand what had happened, what had caused it or how such a frightful crisis 
might again be created. 

^ another comment on participant partiality and dishonestys "^larantine." There is 
no sibh tiling under international law. It is a title invented to circumvent the gact that 
a blockade, which is what it really was,^is an act of war. 

The Soviets had as much legal right to place missiles in Guba as we did to place 
them anywehere outside ouf own borders. They had a legal rifdib to place them in uba. 

We did not have a legal right to blockade Cuba. And that blockade was an act of war. 

'There is no discussion of this. Until the second session reference is to the alleged 
quarantine. The second session be^ns with anjf honest reference to it, still without 
diAscIlssion, as aj^ blockade. 



N 
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After speaking to you yesterday I skipiied 
immediately to Chapter 5 on the Cambridge conference. 

It is entirely different for two reasons; the 
remarkable forthrightness ^ind openness of the USCIi' s 

people and the greatly increased honesty by the Americans who were less inclined to 
justify themselves although they still did to a great degree, .at t)ie end although 
the US delegation had moved much toward a full understanding of the crisis and what led 
to it they still have not bedn able to forumale^ and articulate even to thmselves any 
basic recognition of US responsibility for it. The still cling to the self-deception Jliat 
khruschev' s adventurism, the word ta.:en from tlikoyan, is what really caused it. There 
still was not a word on IB policy and acts tliat at the least triggered what J^hruschev 
did. For example, on iiage 289, Nye blames that crisis on "unclear communication of 
interests with a gambling man." There was no such unclear oomiaunication from the other 
side and there was njme at all by our side. There was no mention at^^^^ m^^the obliga- 
tions Khruschev had with fiastro. Yet in even tliis pathetically inadequate U think to the 
point of dishonesty) of the chronology, its first 1962 item is the OAS action against 
Guba for which the US was entirely responsibl e. Next is JFK declaration of an embargo 
against Guba. Then what is not relevant if the MSiSabaK-US was not aware of it then, the 
May item that /^ftiruschev was considering putting missiles in Guba * (but in this regard, 
the US participants knew that two months earlier we liad started Mongoose); then the 
Guban delegation to Moscow, which I'm sure is not the first knowledge the US had ttot 
Castro wi.s seeking helpid’rom the USSR (July); and then Castro's July 27 statement that 
"Cuba was taifing measures that would make any direct attack on Guba the equiv^ent ol a 
world war." If this were all, and it is far from all, what further "communication of 
interests" did the US need? Ydt without any dissent from any US participant Nye concludea 
J.TV ^ this childish self -justification and again keys that to Khruschev s ^leged character. 
Our side still did not face the realities of what our side was responsible tor. 

I found flddituonal confirmation of the accuracy of my contemporaneoi^ ^lysis in 
what was said, particularly by the USSii people. I was quite correct in 
iOirukohev was not trusting his own diplomacy to handle what he started. Dobr^ ^d 
not know a thing about it. I thought that was clear at the time and I was satis^ed 
when we learned tha^t laruschev had gotten his own rsff, I then preyed KGB, to mk^ l^a 
offer through John Scali. They could not have s41ected a less imgimtive, more 
US attitude than Scali' s. When I read the artiftle he wrote on this I wqs impressed that 
then he didn't understand what he'd been involved in. 
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Burlatskyl«r8aya on 229 what I've been saying for years, that. in all arm^ents 
the was only keeping up with the Joneses and was not taking leads or initiatives. It 

was only catching up. 

I found his opinion on why Khruschev did what he did more suitable for a play or a 
novel and he attributes it to nuclear parity, without asking himself what the US response 
would be. Ha knew perfectly wliat what the range oiT US responses could be and he was right. 

He knew also, I am sure, that the US could have launched a war, j’^erhaps even missiles, but 
that it would not. Burlatsky is sure that this busindss was not (Uscusadd with the rraasidium 
(235)an^^had discussed it with "maybe two .Malinovsky and HikoyanJ' He does make this one 
passing reference to their "Ktespomsibilities to the Cubans, esisecially after the Hay of Pigs." 
but even then he could not see how the successful outcome of what ^hruschev launched 
could lead to detente. Even after it did! Mikoyan says the same thing (239) and that the 
main purpose "was the defense of Cuba." 

I was correct also in believing that Khruschev did not intend for his missiles to 
be used. (241 ) Mikoyan says, "Well, the idea was that their very existence would deter 
am American invasion. If would not be necessary to lauch them." This is true and it worked 
that way. 

What Shaknazarov says Hbaut the causes (257) also confirms what I had believed, and 
no US participant disputed that it was the US attitudem policies and acts, 

Thai even ^tlkoyan lacked full understanding is reflected in whatohe says about 
warheads in gkba. I am aware that he is quote^rom the recent Moscow conference as saying 
warlC^ads were there but here it is only a^iael belief flor which he ^Ijiad no proof at all. 
J^'Sa^aid that "surely" there were warheads there. Burlatsky says, I'm not so sure. Who 
told you?" Mikoyan’ s response is "V^ell, it would have been senseless to have missiles 
therniOut no Wcirheads." Taubman then reflects a glimmer of understanding that he does 
not carry forward, (.Nor does any other US participant l); "No , it wouldn't. It could have 
been a bluff. ?(lBut look ai^ the logic. There would be no point he is interrupted by 
iebow,"NoFnices;;arily; if we believed there were warheads there, then you would have the 
deterrent value of the missiles." V/hen i'tLkoyan says only th*t"I am sure there were war- 
heads there ^urlatsky asks why, says it is opmon only and "I am sure we did jjai (his 
emphasis) have warheads in Cuba." When Mcl^anara sy says that without warheads they d 
run all the risks, Nye disagrees and points out "There's one risk they wouldn't run, 
though#, Bob, and that is the risk of an inadvertent muclear launch." (274) Apparently 
nobody recalled what khruschev liad earlier said on tliis, patricularly about a madman. And 
the rest of this discussio|^ established that there Was no control against accidental or 
irresponsible launch of UBBR loiSliles, 

That the USSK participants were not aware of whether or not there were warheads 
indicates strongly the exceptional degree which Khruschev kept what he was doing 
secret. i!e didn' t even trust his own side dm aw ^ea., from being able to ptoceed with 
his plan to keeping it secret. Contrary to the ^gneraietiM, such as McNamarams in his 
clesing statement, of the impirtance of keeping the other side fully informed, and as a 
generality for today perhaps hd is right, even with the Reagans and Bushes we spew up, I 

the exact opposite was true in 1962 and that it was only the secrecy and control that 
led to the successful end of that crisis. 

I don't recall any siggle reference to or axknowledgement of by any US participants 
of what the US wai and had been doing that motivated KhriischeSFT^akxaKiiiK Shaknazarov 
does into some of these causes on 257 and no US participant has anything to say a^out it. 

Or, for all the progress in their thinking and understanding, they still were not wilJng 
to try to cofront the realities and their responsibilities of that terrible days. 
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Tlie sixth and last clia|5ter, the end of the hook, is not a fair or impartial 
summary or. analysis of the conference so unprecedented in its nature and content. It 
rather is a continuation of the implicit and explicit argument that by and large the 
U.S. position and conduct were correct and that the Kxcom' s deliberations were rational 
qnd reasonable. The authors are so biased, I think so unscholar ly, that toward the end of 
the part of this chapter preceeding the subsection "The Conduct and Resolution of the 
Crisis" the^ refer to the "mendacity of the Soviet deployment." What in the deployment the 
USSR was untruthful or lied about is not stated and the reason is that it cannot be 
stated. The USSR made no statement about it until khrusohev later stated his reasons - 
and that they are valid reasons is established by the fact that they are his first offer 
of settlement and the enhancement of his offer in the US proposal that was the settle- 
ment. Suppose, in considering this, that the U.S. had immediately accepted his offer to 

..ithdraw the missiles if -he US guaranteed not to invade ''uba? Had he any other objective, 
would he not have lost it by his own offer? And did the US not enhance it, a matter to here 
not referred to, by extending the gu.rantee to protect Cuba against any invasion, a promise 
the USSR itself could not make and keep? Is it not entirely unscholarly and violently 
biased to infer that USSli missiles in ^uba are offensive and the US’s in Turkey are 
defensive? So, wherein is this alleged mendacity? And how inpartial is their analysis and 
comment when their own chronology for 1961 states that only five days before the -i^ay of 
Pigs invasion JPK "pledges the U.S. will not intervene militcirial to overthrow '^astro? 

How impartial are they when I've seen no reference to i'iongoosa or to any US plot to 

assassinate Castro? 

Not to mark the book up, I've copied the first few pages of this chapter and made a few 
notes some of which may not be full^ legible, I add a few comments to them. 

as iid Excom before had not, the US participants have not, on their own, considered 
that defense of Cuba was idiruschev's motibe in putting missiles in Cuba. They have not 
on their own acknowledged that what is right for the US under international law is also 
right for the US:iR. Instead they actually argue against this and draw on sources of 
obvious partiality to advance their argument. 

There is no asfsessment of the rationality of the reasons, conjectured reasons 
by the US, for anyone risking a nuclear holocaust for these conjectured reasons. Uika 
Likd the long-past Berlin crisis or domestic considerations for the USSil (which, inci- 
dentally, the USSR participants noted were the opposite of reality. XKhruschev was then 
stronger at home than he had ever been.) 

They repeatedly emphasize questions of Khruschev's rationality and although without 
access to the full transcript of the conversations we cannot know ail that was said, it 
appears to me that their selections are designed , as I t i^lt as soon as I saw that Bundy 
contiibuted the foreword, to support the US position and the Excom and its deliberations 
and advice. 

They even argue that the US planned to invade Cuba because it had no such intentions. 
Again, no mention of I'longoose or of Congressional hearings while they draw on such partisan 
sources as Horelick and Ulam. 

Their "eight dominant theories" of the cause of the crisis appear on 295-4. and 
in the assessment of them they do not mention ^Shruschev' s first proposal or the agreed- 
to settlement. What actually happened is not relevant but the ludicrous, the fifth 
"reason," is "to restore Soviet preeminence in the socialist world" and the sixth, to 
"boost the morale and prestige i^ the Soviet bloc" is. 

Students may not know enough to be able to evaluate bias and faithfulness on page 
506 but I think i'&s biased and unfaithful to fact, larger ly in what it is not honest 
eVough to state and instead infers. Kennedy's speech was 10/22. "When Khruschev finally 
ZW repoded..." the authors say. ilnally when at most there was only a day, perhaps only 

part of a day, between Kennedy s speech and his response? The next sentence referring to 
his response employs such woixis as "salvo" and "barrage," It implies tliat what ■^‘■hruschev 
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said is without basis in fact but it was quite solidly based and was .completely accurate. 
The US did "violate" the UN charter and international norms, including freedom of navi- 
gation. Thereafter the authors refer to the "quarantine" but they never say that under 
international law there is no suc;h thing, that it was an invented description to avoid 
what it actually was, a "tl^ckaie" and that does violate law and norms. Pravda"s 
headlines, to the authors, " screamed," It is "ominous" to them that h-hruschev denounced 
the ^quarantine" as "banditry" but they do not addresse whether or not, under international 
law, it was this. They thereby imply that once again Khr^schev was wrong and irrational 
and the US was right in what it did. To make th^s^ appear to be so and once again to 
say that the U5i "won" the crisis, they quote Rusk on blinking. To further this misrep- 
resentation they still make no reference to the final solution. 

To me this is not scholarship. It is propaganda guised as scholarship, 

Tliey continue to argue and misrepresent in their interpretations. On Khruschev's 
response to JFK's letter of the 25the, in which he describes the consequdnees of the two 
wars in wliich he fought, they quote Khruscliev on this extensively but when they get to 
his proposal for a settlement they do not quote. They describe itlS as "vague" without 
saying how. There is no vagueness in their own paraphrase of it:"the missiles in Cuba 
would be withdrawn in return for an American pledge not to invade <^uba," They say 
there are "terms Kennedy and the Excom could accept." ^nly they didn't I V<hich they do not 
say. (Earlier they regrsented that JFK did not have enough time but Khruschev' a long letter 
was the next day and by the next day JfK had not even indicated this was a proposal that 
oluld be discussed. Then they continue to argue that what he got was not what ■^hruschev 
wanted but that "it seems (he) had made up his mind that securing one of his goais- 
the defense of Cuba - was all he could reasonably hope for..." They have built throughout 
on their selections and arguments that this was not Khruschev's objective, then maybe it 
was a secondary pbjective, and now they have him backing down so they could represent a 
US victory and up with the Eacom! , 

There is no end to the double-standard scholarship. On page 509 they lament that 
" . . .wJjenJohn Scali was sent to ask Aleksand)^r F’omin why the (acceptable) proposal of 
‘^uly 26 had been superceded by the missile-trade proposal before the President had eveh 
had a chance to reply," this is the same time lag -or more- than led them t^ Say that 
when he replied overnight Khruschev had "flinally" replied. Biey say "accept^e" but the 
fact is that it was not accepted nor was Khruschev given even a hint that it was being 
considered. Later on this page they refer to"an American non-invasion pledge," of which 
there had not been any. As though to ipply that there had been one they have a footnote, 
but that footnote could have been in the text, without another footnote, because it only 
refers to page 254, where there is no citation of any such pledge. They could say, of 
course, tlmt they had something else in mind, like the discussion of the missle-awap 
proposal. And stil]|having made no reference to the ultimate solution, they quote 
Mifiiiael Tatu as sa^ng this was "the most important Soviet blunder" when in fact it 
resulted in greater guarantees than the USSR had demanded, Vlhicli they still have not 
reported or commented on. Or, nothing fails like success to scholars. 

This s^ otion headed "resolution" in fact has not a single word .to say about that 
resolution, to which I've referred as its solution, it continues to arge, slants and 
twists fact to argue, and blames Khruschev for mistakes when he succeed'hd and even says 
that at the end - which is not once mentioned in any way - he "must have realized that 
his position was no longer tunable and that further delays were unwarranted." What delay 
by /^hruscheyV All he did was sit back and wait for JFK to promise him more than he'd 
asked for! & fcefer* to "panic" in Khruschev's small group and aay^ they could not risk 
solving the ambiguity - which did not exist. Khruschev did nothing after offering the 
^uba-Turkey missle swap. Wot a single thing! He sat, he waited amihe got more than he'd 
asked for. 

''onl'irming my recollection, hO'.'ever, is their statement that Khruschev rushed his 
answer- to what is not even hinted at - to Itadio Koscow. I recalled telegraphy. I presume 
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that this was the text of what Khruschev suid as it was broadcast by Hadio Moscow. 

The last section of this chapter is on the education of both^ leaders. It still 
does not mention a word about the solution of how it wa5 readhed, who formulated it 
and under what circumstances or even tlmt JMM sent a proposal to Khruschev. This is one 
hell of a scholarly way to write an entire book on how the world was "On the Brink" ^of 
a nuclear holocaust - wit}iout a word on the solution that got them away from that jbink. 
Nor is there a single word on the pyblicly-known and quite extensive subsequent corres- 
pondence between the debrinked leaders. Unless it is in the short Epilogue. They have 
argued that Khruschev wa4 wrong, irrational, a g^bler, and that we won. So they begin 
the epilogue by saying that whilejlt is custoiiuiry to end with a summary of its conclusions 
they woii^t do it. anu they don't, although they do argue a bit more. 

I think this book will succeed in arguing a preconceieved line and that most of 
those who read it will not be able to read it criticially or tliat whose who are equipped 
will not do so because of its pretended evenness and avpidance of blaming. 

I've at several points alleged dishonesty and I am aware that others may not 
agree. I note thiit the book entirely avoids any mention of what hapi^ened after they 
allege the terrible blunger Khruschev in offering the missle swap and i say that this 
cannot be regarded as honest, whether or not it was discussed at Cambridge because lagge 
sections from at best dubious sources are quoted throughout, and they were not quoted 
from the Cambrudge conference. There is nothing I can see compatible with honesty or the 
intent to try to be honest tliat permits writing a book about that crisis without a single 
word on how it was solved, how it ended^; 




